D. W. Taylor interest both to T.H.H. and to Mrs. Huxley.'68
Sharpey's reports as a referee of papers for the Royal Society make very interesting reading and in my view do much to render apparent to us those qualities from which a considerable part of his reputation stemmed. They are models of clarity and succinctness; they give first a penetrating analysis of the problem into its component parts, and are then constructively critical of the method by, and extent to which the author has dealt with these; and they show an impressive acquaintance with the relevant literature, demonstrably greater in many cases than that of the author himself-and this over the whole field of physiology and anatomy, histology, and embryology, a coverage that was maintained during a period of thirty years! Indeed, his vast knowledge of the literature may, to some extent, have inhibited production of original work on his part. The manuscript submitted by Augustus Wailer, in which he described what has come to be known as Wallerian degeneration, was refereed by Sharpey.'69 The author, he pointed out, was evidently unaware of the work of Nasse and of Gunther and Schoen who had also described degenerative changes in cut nerves. The introduction contained nothing outside elementary treatises and the aetiological discussion was superficial. These defects removed, the paper should be published. A paper by F. W. Pavy, 'On the metamorphosis of saccharine matter', which was not in fact published, provoked the comment 'I cannot but regret that the author should have without necessity connected his explanation of the fibrin with views as to the vitality of the blood which though at one time prevalent in British Schools of Physiology are at best totally without proof. Thus he speaks of liquid blood as living and coagulated blood as dead; in the same way he regards defibrinated blood as dead thus apparently denying vitality to the red discs while he assigns it to liquid fibrin; and his phraseology even in the statement of facts is tinged throughout with the same doctrine'.'70 As late as 1870, a report on a manuscript by Radcliffe on animal electricity shows that Sharpey's powers of penetrating but constructive criticism were not one whit abated.17' Although he disclaimed any authority on the purely electrical aspects of the subject, for an opinion on which the committee were to refer to the remarks of the other referee, Clerk Maxwell, nevertheless this, the longest of the reports-for which he apologised to his colleagues with the reminder that the manuscript was over a hundred pages in length!-shows the same acuteness and grasp as might be expected from a man in his intellectual prime. Not infrequently, in order to be satisfied of the value or otherwise of a manuscript, he would repeat for himself the experiments and observations described. All this work of refereeing, so painstakingly performed, must have served to keep him fully abreast of new methods and additions to knowledge in the areas where his interest lay, this in turn to be incorporated into the foundations on which his teaching was built, as the notes taken from his lectures testify.
VII. INVOLVEMENT IN CONTEMPORARY QUARRELS
It is to be expected, in the nature of human affairs, that those who wield great 168 Huxley Papers (see note 166). Scientific and General correspondence 4, 94, 109, and 16, 204, 209. 169 Referees' Reports 2, 260, undated. In the Library of the Royal Society, London. The paper was published in Phil. Trans. R. Soc., Lond., 1850, 140, 423-29. 170 Ibid., 2, 187, dated 12 June 1855. 171 Ibid., 7, 50, dated 1870.
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Cl The Life and Teaching of William Sharpey (1802-1880) power, and who are so clearly members of the 'establishment' as Sharpey was, should attract unto themselves from time to time envy and obloquy, no matter how amiable they may be as individuals. Sharpey undoubtedly did so, despite the many affirmations that he had not an enemy in the world. There is evidence of it in his correspondence as Secretary of the Royal Society, and in one instance the acrimony overflowed into the correspondence columns of the Lancet.'72 More serious examples are afforded by the furore resulting from the award of the Royal Medals at the Royal Society in 1845, and by the 'Cooper-Syme affair' at University College in 1848, in both of which cases the Lancet itself saw fit to take a considerable hand. All are of some interest for the light they shed on the methods of controversy used in the academic wrangles of the period.
The Lancet on 21 March 1846 fired a few warning shots at the Royal Society and particularly at its secretary, P. M. Roget.173 'At the present time there is a very general feeling that the Royal Society or rather the medical section of it, has degenerated into a mere clique; ... anyone ambitious of its honours had better, in fact, fawn and cringe to individuals than devote himself to the advance of science'. Had the office of secretary, it asked, become perpetual? The influence of the secretary, while great, might not necessarily be always exercised in the most satisfactory manner, and 'rumours were afloat about the award of the last Royal medal'. Further, 'the present secretary, has, we believe, received the not insignificant sum of one thousand guineas for his Bridgewater Treatise and one hundred guineas a year for fifteen or sixteen years. It may be asked, what new fact, or law, or principle in science has he discovered, for which these comparatively rich gatherings may be considered a just remuneration?' Hints of plagiarism, and discrimination against Dr. Robert Grant followed. The rumours about the Royal Medal were given a more substantial form in a letter from George Redford, Esq., surgeon, in which he charged that a paper by Dr. R. Lee 'On the nervous ganglia of the uterus' published in 1841, as the result of many years of work, and printed at the request of the Royal Society, admittedly accompanied by some doubts on the part of certain members of the physiological committee, had been held by the Society in 1845 to have been overturned by an unknown Mr Taylor then taken up, and irregularities were alleged in the conduct of the referees (who happened to be Drs. Todd and Sharpey), of the physiological committee, of which Sharpey was a member, and of the Council of the Society. The leading article af 11 April 1846, was even more uncompromising. 'Honest straightforward men are aghast at the trickeries exposed in our lifting the veil from the proceedings of the medical section of the Royal Society'. Why the neglect of Grant, 'the most eloquent, the most accomplished, the most self-sacrificing, and the most unrewarded man in the profession?' Why the rejection of a paper by Marshall Hall?-personal piques, the influence of a secretary who never advanced physiology by a single step! A committee 'formed out of order by a mean trick' had ruled in favour of Beck and against Lee. The Physiological Committee 'has caused the Society to stink in the nostrils of all decent people'. The same number of the Lancet contained letters from Newport and Roget, denying all the charges that had been made against them, but Grant now entered the battle saying that Roget's letter was misleading, and repeating the charges of plagiarism. Matters were further complicated by the raking up of the nine-year-old quarrel between the Royal Society and Marshall Hall, complete with correspondence, to which was appended comment on the letters of Newport, Grant, and Roget. The latter was the real target-'can we wonder after this, at any proceedings, however discreditable, that have occurred in the Royal Society during his secretaryship?' On 2 May 1846, Sharpey was accused much more directly of nefarious conduct.
It now appears that Mr. Beck's two dissections were made at the instigation of Dr. Sharpey and that the expenses attending them were defrayed, through Dr. Sharpey's influence, by University College! The dissections were partly executed in Dr. Sharpey's own dissecting room, and three years ago he had confidently predicted, that at about this time, Dr. Lee's dissections would be overthrown. The profession already knows the manner in which Dr. Sharpey endeavoured to fulfil his own vaticination; that he and Dr. Todd were the referees of Mr. Beck's paper; and that it was on their report that the Council and Physiological Committee grounded the award. As far as Dr. Sharpey was concerned, seeing the part he had taken in promoting Mr. Beck's labours, it was little better than passing a medal from his right hand to his left. It is indeed most unaccountable that a man of Dr. Sharpey's high character and reputation should ever have mixed himself up with such proceedings.... The press is all-powerful and WE at least will listen to the complaints of any sincere labourer in our own profession.... We will hold up such things to the scorn of the profession-to a scorn which no man shall be able to endure.
Newport meanwhile wrote deploring the raking-up of the old controversy with Hall, and begged to withdraw from the whole affair. Much ink, however, had still to flow. The Lancet printed correspondence between Lee and Roget and between Lee and the Council of the Royal Society, a letter from Beck disclaiming collusion with Sharpey, and a long letter from Sharpey, to which further editorial comment was appended.
The Lancet now maintained that the strife was really the result of the existence of two sects-the book-physiologists, and the true physiologists. Viewed in this light it was nothing extraordinary that Roget and Todd, and even Sharpey and Bowman, the physiological luminaries of the Royal Society, should be in mortal antagonism to such This determination was forced upon me nearly three months since-not entirely by considerations of my health nor by any inability to continue these lectures had only the same degree of assistance been conceded to me which was allowed in Mr. Liston's lifetime.... Suffice it to say, that my resolution was founded upon the impossibility of any agreement between me and two of my colleagues (the two who almost rule the medical end of this institution) on certain points affecting the claims of gentlemen brought up at this school, not to be forgotten in the distribution of its patronage; and also involving, as it appears to me and a large body of the profession, the character of the College itself." '7 His resignation was duly offered and accepted. The Lancet found it 'truly a painful and an alarming statement' that the resignation, 'was solely owing to the feeling that one or two individuals exercised an undue influence over the Council and the Senatean influence which permitted them to assume a dictatorial and an unjust power in all the proceedings of the College.' It ended by 'thus early inform [ing] the Council that their steps in making a new appointment will be closely watched by the profession. Another serious error . . . and the ruin of the medical department of the College will become inevitable.
'On this occasion it will not be tolerated that the gentlemen who have been educated at University College should be excluded from the vacant chair'.'76 It emphasized the point a week later by again demanding fair play for those educated at University College and Hospital, who 'hitherto . . . have been scandalously treated by persons who ought to have been their protectors'.'77 These various statements produced as might be expected, a crop of partisan letters in the correspondence columns of the Medical Gazette and Lancet, written mostly over noms-de-plume.178 Some were rather vague, calling for the abolition of 'nepotism, favouritism, Scotticism', and denouncing as a 'gross piece of Scotch jobbing' the appointment of Syme a few months earlier to the Chair of Clinical Surgery; others hinted darkly at a repetition of the 'intrigue ... practised some ten or twelve years ago in the case of the late professor of anatomy [Dr. Jones Quain]'. One writer, in particular, had no hesitation in openly accusing Sharpey and Richard Quain, and in slinging much mud in the process. Sharpey, it was said, had wished to oblige his friend Syme, and Quain had acquiesced through jealousy of Morton, Cooper's son-in-law, who might have expected to succeed Liston; 'the black doings of the Royal Society' were recalled, 'which has put so many of the scientific names of this generation under a cloud'. The Council was said to be unjustly partial towards Sharpey since 'he is insured £600 per annum, not trusting like the rest of the professors, to the ordinary remuneration', in contrast to Grant than whom 'there is no man who has more adorned or raised the reputation of University College by a European fame'. The writer then turned to Richard Quain, maintaining that 'it is the settled belief of the profession that Dr. Jones Quain retired in disgust, moved by annoyances similar to those which have driven away Mr Cooper. His own brother reaped the benefit of his ejection. At the present time, Mr. Quain's position is peculiar and suspicious'. Another correspondent, this time for the accused, maintained that the Council 'in consideration of Dr. Sharpey declining a very advantageous offer made to him elsewhere, agreed to guarantee that gentleman receipts to the amount of £600 a year. In doing so the Council acted wisely for the interests of the college'. The writer is perhaps naive however in saying that 'Mr. Quain was not a candidate for his brother's chair, and would not have benefited by his brother's retirement had not the council determined to make him sole teacher of anatomy', the courses having been altered 'not to suit Mr. Quain, but, as we always understood in conformity with the wish of Dr. Sharpey'. One can hardly avoid recalling at this stage, the promulgation of the Senate's 'plan', before Sharpey's appointment and with the drawing up of which there is no reason to connect him. By this time, Sharpey and Quain, having been named publicly, were moved to reply, as did Cooper in his turn, and subsequently all three had pamphlets printed for general distribution, setting out what each deemed to be the truth of the affair.179
Cooper was bitter and abusive-'Dr. Sharpey-with all the advantage of being a more frequent visitor in the college office it is said than in the dissecting room notwithstanding the augmentation of his salary by £150 more than he earns'-being clearly unable to forgive Sharpey for the part he played in persuading Syme, his friend and fellow-countryman, to come to London, and convinced that there was a plot to compel him to resign, 'and thus the road to the surgical chair might have been forcibly cleared for Professor Quain's triumphal installation in it-an event which, I am aware, he has long been earnestly looking for'. Both Sharpey and Quain on the other hand did not hesitate to express the opinion that Cooper's attitude arose from his desire to secure advantages for his son-in-law, Morton. The whole business was unedifying and could have done no good to the College. From the evidence of the College records,180 it appears plain that Cooper was at fault and that Sharpey was not in any way guilty of improper conduct. For many years, Cooper, on account of his health, had been assisted in his lecture course by Liston. Through illness Liston was forced to retire and on 18 November 1847 the Senate received from Cooper a letter stating that his health required aid such as Liston had provided, and requesting that Mr. Thomas Morton, his son-in-law, be allowed to provide this. It was moved by Sharpey and seconded by Potter that Cooper be authorised to come to an arrangement with Morton 'for the present session, with the usual intimation to Mr. Morton that such employment will not constitute any claim to preference on future occasions'. The Council replied on 20 November that they had adopted this recommendation and would consider fully, in March, the duties of the Surgical Chair. It was recommended that the Council issue an invitation to Syme. At the Council meeting on the next day, there was 'Read letter dated 4th December addressed by Professor Syme to Dr. Sharpey stating that he would accept the office should his services be requested'. The Senate Minute of the 17th was then read, and it was agreed to invite Syme, it being 'the desire of Council to place him in the same circumstances as Mr. Liston with respect to other lectures'. Final arrangements, however, were to be left until March. Syme was duly appointed on 8 January 1848, and so far, so good. Sharpey was entirely at liberty to make a private sounding of Syme, and the Council were legally entitled to dispense with advertisement. Nevertheless, the Lancet on 8 January devoted a long leading article to the matter, and to what it regarded as the misgovernment of the College and Hospital."8' It deplored the death of Liston. The article continued:
It is not grief that will be the effect of the new calamity which has befallen the College.... Disgust and indignation will more probably arise from the conduct of those bodies, than feelings of sorrow or regret, on discovering that they have advertised to all England and Europe,-nay, to the entire world, as we mentioned last week-that there is not one English surgeon qualified to be a professor of clinical surgery in the College and a practitioner of surgery in the Hospital, consequently, in the absence of all qualified men in London and the rest of England, they have sent to Edinburgh, and imported from Scotland a gentleman named SYME, whom be it observed, we do not censure for what has occurred, and whose merits it is not our intention in the remotest degree to disparage.
Since Syme was then Regius Professor of Clinical Surgery in Edinburgh, and, at the age of forty-nine at the height of his reputation as one of the greatest of British, indeed of European, surgeons, the writer was being parochial, silly and impertinent. The language throughout the article is reminiscent of that used to describe Sharpey's appointment twelve years earlier. 
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The Life and Teaching of William Sharpey (1802-1880) five months, and returned to Edinburgh. He stated that he had come to London, happy to assist Cooper as Liston had done, and had been embarrassed first by finding that Cooper had been allowed to select his own assistance for the course in progress, then by Cooper's resignation, and finally by the Council's request on 15 April that he undertake the whole of Cooper's duties in addition to his own. This would have interfered with the claims of practice. His mind was finally made up when on 7 May, at the distribution of prizes he witnessed a most painful scene in the contumelious treatment of two gentlemen standing to me in the relation of colleagues. One of these was a very old friend [namely, Sharpey] for whom I entertained the greatest respect and most sincere regard, who has devoted no ordinary talents, with no ordinary energy, during the best years of his life, to the services of a school, in his zeal for which he declined a chair of anatomy, yielding more than double the emolument of that which he now occupies besides being in other respects more advantageous.,88
Quain wrote to the Council demanding an investigation of the charges that had been brought against him, but that body felt that Cooper had been under such misapprehension as not in any way to justify this course, recording that 'the talent, character and positions of Professors Quain and Sharpey must naturally and deservedly secure considerable weight to their wishes and opinions among their colleagues; while those very circumstances preclude the idea that they could be guilty of caballing for any unworthy purpose'.'84
In fact, on 25 July 1848, Quain was appointed Special Professor of Clinical Surgery at a salary of £150 per annum, while Sharpey was to resign his endowment of £150 and receive that amount from fees for lectures on Descriptive Anatomy, given with Quain's consent.'85 Cooper died later in the same year, his death, according to the Lancet, hastened by the distress which the disturbance had caused. In this scrimmage, as in that over the award of the Royal Medals a few years earlier, it is difficult to avoid the feeling that the Lancet, in its zeal to expose corruption, was unduly prone to identify the possession of power with an automatic tendency to misuse that power, and to avoid also the feeling that despite protestations to the contrary, some degree of enmity was harboured against Sharpey simply because of his being the man that he was. D. W. Taylor as of their opponents,195 anxieties and conflicts the tangled roots of which run back through the eighteenth century-to the confusions, theological and other, generated by the Cartesian representation of animals as automata, to the diatribes against human pride, such as are to be found in Pope's Essay on Man, for example, or in Swift, and to the teachings of Wesley and others on animal soul and immortality, their cumulative effects further reinforced by the apparent implications of the growth of science, especially biological science, throughout the nineteenth century. The subject is a large one, which requires extended treatment in its own right. 196 Public concern mounted steadily through the 1860s, and in 1871 the British Association at its annual meeting issued a number of recommendations by which it felt that experimentation on animals ought to be guided. Anaesthetics should be used whenever possible. Painful experiments should not be performed merely for teaching purposes, and, if necessary at all, should be done only by qualified persons in suitable places. Experiments on living animals should not be done merely to acquire surgical dexterity.
Two events, it would seem, made the prospect of legislation of some kind inevitable. (1802-1880) appears in the newspapers) require some amendment. First: the Bill authorizes the performance of experiments intrinsically of a painful nature provided the animal is rendered insensible, but even then only for the purpose of 'new scientific discovery'. By this restriction it is no doubt intended to prevent the exhibition of such experiments for the purpose of scientific instruction, and also the private repetition, for the sake of verification, of experiments already known. Now to make such a prohibition absolute and enforce it in all cases, notwithstanding the condition of insensibility appears to me to be an unreasonable interference, and calculated seriously to affect the advancement of science in this country. I think it would be wiser to use the words 'for a scientific purpose.' Then, secondly; it is proposed to authorise persons acting under a license to conduct painful experiments even on creatures still capable of feeling pain, but then, again, solely for the purpose of 'new scientific discovery.' Now I apprehend that an enactment in the terms proposed would be found extremely difficult of application-You know that there is no more fruitful source of dispute than the question of scientific discovery, and yet, in a given case, this question of 'novelty' would have to be settled by a Court of Law, and doubtless on the most conflicting, although at the same time bona fide evidence. A penal enactment so difficult of judicial application might operate unjustly but more probably would not operate at all. Instead of the words used in the Bill I would substitute 'for the purpose of scientific investigation, and for that purpose only. ' Yours sincerely, W. Sharpey
Sanderson duly informed Playfair of these views.201 To Schafer, Sharpey wrote as follows:
dated 21.5.75 at 50 Torrington Square There is still much clamour and agitation about vivisection. Two bills have been introduced into Parliament in order to prevent the abuse of vivisection-one by Ld. Henniker in the Lords, the other by Playfair in the Commons. The first would enforce very restrictive and vexatious regulations: Playfair's is less meddlesome but unreasonably restrictive, and I am satisfied its restrictions would be quite ineffective for their purpose-indeed it would be impracticable to obtain a conviction under its provisions. So much the better perhaps you will say-but the Lawyers in the House of Commons will never allow such a measure to become Law. I don't believe that either Bill will go on. A year's more reflection would be very salutary-and then if there must be legislation it should be dealt with by the Government in consultation with men of science.
Sharpey's belief that neither bill would become law was in fact proved correct and both were withdrawn on the appointment, a little later that summer, of a Royal Commission under the chairmanship of Viscount Cardwell. Incidentally, there seems to have been some misunderstanding amongst the interested parties in that Playfair maintained in the House of Commons a year later that his bill 'was in reality prepared by very eminent physiologists among whom I may mention Mr 
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D. W. Taylor consultation with several physiologists, we arrived. I apprehend that it was accidentally altered'.20' Huxley was thus being rather quick in jumping to a conclusion.
Sharpey gave evidence at length before the Royal Commission on 6 July, and the commissioners were clearly impressed by what he had to say.205 He was in no doubt where he stood. Experiments on living animals were 'absolutely necessary for the progress of the science of physiology'. This he illustrated by a long historical disquisition in which he quoted the work of Harvey, Stephen Hales and Charles Bell. Physiology in turn was 'one of the great foundations of all rational medicine'. It was the plough rather than the reaping machine, 'operating impalpably on the mind of the practical physician'. On the other hand, all experiments made without a clear perception of what it was desired to learn and without some experience in methods, were of little or no value. Anaesthetics had made a great difference, but there were such experiments where great and protracted pain might be necessary. He felt that there was no security that pain was abolished if only curare was used, but that the question was not yet settled, despite the views of Claude Bernard. Students, he thought, must see experiments demonstrated, and he saw no need for restriction, provided anaesthesia were used. He spoke frankly about Magendie's experimental demonstrations, one of which he had witnessed on his first visit to the Continent.
I may mention to the Commission that when I was a very young man studying in Paris, I went to the first of a series of lectures which Magendie gave upon experimental physiology, and I was so utterly repelled by what I witnessed that I never went back again. My objection in these experiments was two-fold. In the first place they were painful (in those days there were no anaesthetics) and sometimes they were very severe, and then they were without any sufficient object. As an example I may tell the Commission that Magendie made incisions into the skin of rabbits and on other creatures to show that the skin is sensitive. Now surely all the world knows the skin is sensitive, no experiment painful or without pain is needed to prove that. Then several of the rest of the experiments, which he made were of a similar character and he put the animals to death finally in a very painful way. The consequence was that I never went back to that course of demonstrations.
A little later, he said that although Magendie did aid the advance of physiology some of his experiments excited a very strong feeling of abhorrence, not in the public merely, but amongst physiologists. There was that, I was going to say famous, it might rather have been called infamous experiment of his upon vomiting... he substituted a pig's bladder for the stomach of a dog he had cut out and then filled the bladder with water, and induced vomiting by injecting an emetic into the veins; and the object of that was to show that the stomach, although it has muscular coats, was passive in vomiting, and that it was emptied merely by the pressure of the muscular walls of the abdomen, and diaphragm, and the experiment, besides its atrocity, was really purposeless because it merely proved that if a bladder filled with water were compressed when the orifice of it was left free, water would come out.
These opinions are interesting. It may be that they explain Sharpey's barbed comments on Magendie made from time to time in the course of his lectures. We should remember, too, that more than half of Sharpey's scientific life was spent in the preanaesthetic era, and possibly-although of course All in all, Sharpey thought that most necessary experiments could be done painlessly, and that there were no abuses of vivisection in England. He regarded the whole business as simply 'one of these excitements in the public mind, and among a certain class of people particularly, that from time to time occur', and made sarcastic reference to 'the unreasonable zeal of some, who are commonly called humanitarians, for interference'. He was prepared, reluctantly, to agree to some restriction on painful experiments, namely that they be performed only by competent persons, under licence.
The giving of evidence to the Royal Commission was followed by a visit to Michael Foster, when the two men did some experiments on curarized frogs.206
Foster had tried the question as to curare thus; He passed a ligature under the sciatic plexus in two frogs A and B and tied off the lower half of the body in both. Both jumped about freely. He then curarised the forepart of the body in B. After a time he irritated the post. limbs and drew them out in both. A. retracted the leg suddenly. B. rather slowly-but we had to give up as the nerves had evidently suffered. Of course B could not move its forelegs, but on pinching the skin either offore or hindlegs it moved the latter. We tried strong vinegar and dilute Sulph. acid. Foster maintained that the succeeding movement ensued much more slowly than in an unpoisoned frog. He then removed the brain of B down to the optic lobes and the result of stimulation was the same as before. The experiment did not satisfy me. All I could say was that the curarised frog reacted as much after as before the removal of its cerebral hemispheres. When before the Vivisection Committee I felt bound to say that in the present state of our knowledge I did not think that curare could be accepted as an anaesthetic.
Following the Report of the Royal Commission two further bills were introduced into Parliament. One of these, Holt's bill,207 was totally prohibitory and failed to get a second reading. The It has for a long time been unfashionable to award much credit in universities to those who merely teach and do not at the same time actively pursue research. It is interesting that Michael Foster, himself a teacher rather than a research worker, should write to Schaifer: 'For heaven's sake-don't do too much lecturing-it destroys a man as I know-I have been driven to lecturing from my youth upward-you are not obliged to-Don't do it-give all your energy to research'; and again: 'Take warning by me who have been writing and teaching until all the juice has gone out of me and I am worth nothing more'.218 Foster might be thought, writing thus, to contradict by implication what he had said elsewhere in appreciation of Sharpey's teaching, and to be tempering the affection he clearly bore his old teacher. Billroth, in his penetrating book,219 divides teachers into .two classes, those who excel in the formal presentation of their subject, in pedagogy in the best sense, and those who, possessed of creative minds, draw men to themselves and found schools. It is clear that his admiration was largely reserved for this second group. William Sharpey was not a great scientist; it is equally clear that he was a great and inspiring teacher. Billroth, however, defines within his first class, a subgroup, and it is here, perhaps, that Sharpey finds his place, amongst'teachers who, without being themselves productive, possess marked receptive and reproductive ability, and who with all their tendency to external formalization, are inwardly alive. Training and spirit are in them united with a great power of assimilating their daily acquisitions and with a sort of eager and active enthusiasm for their work, as scholars and teachers, qualities that are normally possessed only by creative minds'.
Even more appropriate, as an epitaph, might be the remark made of Rutherford by Kapitza: 'The history of science tells us that an outstanding scientist is not necessarily a great man, but a great teacher must be a great man'.22
